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Abstract 
 
 
 
This communication research pertains on a reception analysis of how young Danish TV viewers 
perceive the U.S. ambassador to Denmark, Rufus Gifford, both as an ambassador and as a person 
through DR3's programme Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika. The methods used for the research is 
qualitative, and two focus group interviews with ten people were conducted. Also DR3 and the U.S. 
Embassy were interviewed. The findings from the interviews are analysed in context with 
Schrøder’s Multidimensional model, which is adjusted to fit the research, and Aristole’s theory of 
rhetoric, that is analysing in terms of ethos, pathos and logos. Also Juel’s article Defining 
documentary film was used to discuss in what ways the TV programme can be defined as a 
documentary. This project report concludes on how the participants perceive the TV programme 
itself, Gifford as a person, and as an ambassador. The project also concludes that the intentions 
from DR3 and the U.S. Embassy, to show the world of embassies to a broader audience, were 
fulfilled. 
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Abstract 
 
 
Dette kommunikationsprojekt indeholder en receptionsanalyse, om hvorledes den amerikanske 
ambassadør i Danmark, Rufus Gifford, bliver modtaget både som ambassadør og som person 
gennem DR3’s program Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika af danske TV-seere. Der er anvendt 
kvalitative forskningsmetoder og udført to fokusgruppe-interview med ti deltagere. DR3 og den 
amerikanske ambassade blev også interviewet. Resultaterne er blevet analyseret i kontekst af 
Schrøders Multidimensional model, som er blevet tilpasset dette studium, samt Aristoteles’ 
retorikteori jævnfør, en analyse af ethos, pathos og logos. Studiet har derudover haft nytte af Juels 
artikel Defining documentary film for at diskutere, hvordan TV-programmet kan være defineret som 
en dokumentar. Dette projekt konkluderer, hvordan deltagerne opfatter TV-programmet i sig selv, 
Gifford som ambassadør og person. Projektet konkluderer ligeledes, at DR3’s og den amerikanske 
ambassades intentioner, om at vise omverden livet på en ambassade til et bredt publikum, er 
lykkedes. 
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Abstract 
 
 
Tento komunikační výzkum analyzuje jak je americký ambasador v Dánsku, Rufus Gifford, vnímán 
mladými televizními diváky v Dánsku jakožto ambasador a jakožto člověk, prostřednictvím pořadu 
Jsem ambasador z Ameriky televize DR3. Metoda použita pro tento projekt je kvalitativní, skrz dvě 
skupinová intervia deseti lidí se specifickým zaměřením. Také DR3 a americká ambasáda byla 
dotázána. Poznatky z těchto intervií byly analyzovány z hlediska Schrøderova mnohorozměrného 
modelu, který byl upraven podle tohoto výzkumu, a z hlediska Aristotelovy rétorické teorie, tedy 
logosu, etosu a patosu. Juelův článek Definice dokumentárního filmu je použit k diskuzi zda tento 
pořad může být definován jako dokument. Tento projekt dochází k závěru jak účastníci vnímají 
Gifforda jakožto člověka a jakožto ambasadora. Tento projekt také dochází k závěru, že záměr DR3 
a americké ambasády, tedy přiblížit svět ambasád, byl splněn. 
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Abstract 
 
 
 
 
 
Henda samskiftiskanningin byggir á eina móttakaraanalysu av hvussu ungir, danskir 
sjónvarpshyggjarir skilja amerikanska sendimannin í Danmark, Rufus Gifford, í sjónvarpsrøðini hjá 
DR3 Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika. Arbeiðshátturin, sum er nýttur til kanningina, er við einari 
kvalitativari kanning, og tvær bólkasamrøður við ávíkavist tíggju fólkum eru gjørdar. Eisini eru 
samrøður gjørdar við DR3 og ta amerikonsku sendistovuna. Úrslitini frá samrøðunum eru greinaði í 
sambandi við fleirdimensjónaða frymilin hjá Schrøder (the Multidimensional model), sum er 
tillagaður kanningini. Samstundis er retoriska ástøði hjá Aristoteles um etos, patos og logos nýt, og 
eisini er greinin hjá Juel, Defining the documentary film, nýtt til at greina hvussu sendingin verður 
lýst at vera ein dokumentarur. Kanningin kemur til eina niðurstøðu, sum viðvíkjur hvussu 
luttakararnir skilja sjónvarpsrøðina, Gifford sum persón og Gifford sum sendimann. Kanningin 
kemur eisini til ta niðurstøðu, at endamálið við sjónvarpsrøðini, sum DR3 og amerikanska 
sendistovan ætlaðu hana - at vísa einum breiðum hyggjaraskara hvat gongur fyri seg í heiminum í 
einari sendistovu, var væleydnað.  (the Multidimensional model), sum er tillagaður kanningina. óð 
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Abstract 
 
 
 
 
Dette kommunikasjonsstudie involverer en mottakeranalyse (reception analysis) av hvordan unge 
Danske TV seere oppfatter den Amerikanske ambassadøren i Danmark, Rufus Gifford, både som en 
ambassadør, og som person gjennom DR3’s program Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika. Metodene 
brukt i dette studie er kvalitative, og vi har gjennomført to fokusgruppe intervjuer med ti personer. 
Også DR3 og den Amerikanske ambassade ble intervjuet. Resultatene fra intervjuene er analysert i 
sammenheng med Schrøder’s Multidimentional model, som er justert til å passe inn i dette studie, 
og Aristotle’s teori om retorikk, som analyserer ethos pathos and logos. Også Juel’s artikkel 
Defining documentary film ble brukt til å diskutere på hvilke måter TV programmet kan defineres 
som en dokumentar. Denne studie rapporten konkluderer på hvordan deltakerne oppfatter selve TV 
programmet, Gifford som person og som ambassadør. Prosjektet konkluderer også at intensjonene 
fra DR3 og den Amerikanske ambassaden, om å vise verdenen av ambassader til et bredere 
publikum ble imøtekommet.  
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Introduction 
From the very beginning of the group formation, we all agreed that we wanted to make a reception 
analysis of a very distinct public persona, someone on whom people have strong opinions we could 
examine. Soon we came across the United States (U.S.) ambassador to Denmark, Rufus Gifford. 
What we found remarkable about him is his way of carrying out diplomacy. The Danish TV 
channel DR3 was of the same opinion, and therefore made a six episodes long TV programme 
called Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika1 (I am the ambassador from America). The programme 
shows different events from his daily life. We were enamored with his style as an ambassador, but 
especially interested in how the viewers actually perceived him in regards to his way of diplomacy. 
Therefore, this project is concerned with the following research question: 
 
How is Rufus Gifford perceived as an ambassador through DR3's programme Jeg er 
ambassadøren fra Amerika by young Danish TV viewers? 
 
With this communication project we aim to conduct two focus group interviews that may reveal the 
impressions on Rufus Gifford by the viewers. To guide our analysis we have employed the method 
‘seven stages of interviewing’ from InterViews: An Introduction to Qualitative Research 
Interviewing by Steinar Kvale, and we have utilised the multidimensional model from Making sense 
of audience discourses. Towards a multidimensional model of mass media reception by Kim 
Schrøder. We have also used Henrik Juels’ guideline for documentaries in Defining Documentary 
Films to discuss and analyse the format of the TV programme. 
 
The structure of this project report is as following: Firstly, we introduce Rufus Gifford and the TV 
programme. The next part contains methodology, where we will describe and reflect upon the 
chosen research methods. This is followed by a discussion of the genre of the TV programme, as 
DR3 states, namely documentary. Then the discussion and analysis for the research, where we 
analyse upon the knowledge gained from the interviews in context of the programme and 
documentary as a genre, will be explored. Finally, in the last part of the report you can find the 
conclusion of the analysis, and the perspectives on the conducted research. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  Link	  to	  the	  programme:	  https://www.dr.dk/tv/se/jeg-­‐er-­‐ambassadoeren-­‐fra-­‐amerika/jeg-­‐er-­‐ambassadoeren-­‐fra-­‐amerika-­‐1-­‐6#!/	  
   Page 9 of 44 
 
Rufus Gifford 
Since Rufus Gifford is the main character of our project, it is necessary to properly introduce him 
and his background. After graduating from Brown University, Gifford started working in 
Hollywood as a creative executive affiliated with 20th Century Fox (Huffington Post, 2011). He 
worked as a connection between the studio and others, such as actors, writers and directors, on 
many successful family movies (Huffington Post, 2011). But soon he became disillusioned with 
Hollywood and through an internship on John Kerry’s presidential campaign he became involved in 
American politics. Gifford worked for Barack Obama in both of his presidential campaigns in 2008 
and 2012 (Embassy of the United States, 2015). In September 2013, he became the 60th 
representative of the United States to Denmark (Embassy of the United States, 2015). His main 
goals are “enhancing trade and economic opportunity while combating climate change, making the 
world safer for all through security cooperation, and partnering with Denmark and Greenland in the 
Arctic region” (Embassy of the United States, 2015). He also strives to engage younger Danes in 
the U.S.- Danish relations (Embassy of the United States, 2015). The Danish and American 
relations date back to 1801, but Rufus Gifford believes that Danes and Americans still have a lot to 
learn from each other, and should continue their partnership (Embassy of the United States, 2015). 
TV programme 
Since Gifford is a very distinct public person, whose way of doing diplomacy are considered 
unusual, he had been asked to participate in the TV programme Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika 
by the Danish public service channel DR3 in November/ December 2014. The programme observes 
Gifford in his daily activities for three months, resulting in six episodes uncovering his work and 
personal life and targeted towards the age group of 15-39. (DR TV, 2015). The programme was 
very successful; it achieved one of the highest viewer counts on DR3, being the second most 
viewed programme on the channel, with up to 144.000 viewers (TNS Gallup TV-meter, 2015).  
We decided to use the term TV programme in this research instead of documentary to make it as 
neutral as possible. This was especially for the interview because we did not want decide for the 
participants what kind of programme it was since it was not our focus with the interview. 
 
 
   Page 10 of 44 
Methodology 
In this section we describe the process of the project from the beginning, through Kvale's seven 
stages of interviewing. When talking about interviews, we should look into what an interview 
actually is. Interview is a conversation with structure and purpose (Kvale, 1996: 5-6). The purpose 
is to obtain answers on a specific topic, in this project the young people's opinion on the American 
ambassador to Denmark, Rufus Gifford, in relation to a TV programme by DR3. In this project, the 
answers are obtained through two group interviews. 
Kvale's seven stages of interviewing offer a comprehensive description of the interviewing process 
from the beginning to the end. Those seven stages are explained in detail below, in connection to 
our research project. 
1. Thematising 
In the first stage, thematising, the main idea is to be chosen (Kvale, 1996: 95). We wanted to 
investigate a specific person or event, and investigate how and why they succeeded in 
communicating with the audience. Ideation began with the focus on Rufus Gifford, as a distinct 
public persona. The original plan was to experience one of his speeches and consequently ask the 
audience in one-to-one interviews about their opinions on him. However, we settled on DR3’s TV 
programme on Gifford as the main source of information on Gifford for the participants. This was 
because we thought it would be more suitable and relevant to conduct focus group interviews, and 
furthermore to conduct them in a calm environment. Also we thought that through the TV 
programme the audience got to know the essence of Gifford both as a person and as an ambassador, 
and this was exactly what we wanted to investigate. 
Also at this stage in the process the research question was decided upon, even though it was slightly 
edited several times before we came up with the final research question. 
2. Designing 
The second stage, designing, is concerned with the designing the interviews and other factors 
relevant for interviewing, such as the number of interviewees, resources, and what we want to 
achieve with the interviews (Kvale, 1996: 92). 
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Choosing interview method 
We agreed quite early in the process that we wanted to do qualitative interviews for this research. 
After some more discussion about the theme for the research and which method was preferable, we 
decided to do focus group interviews. This was something none of us had tried before, and therefore 
saw it as an opportunity to gain more knowledge about this method. We conducted interviews with 
ten persons in total, divided into two focus group interviews, one with four participants and one 
with six. We chose to conduct two focus group interviews, as we thought it would give us proper 
amount of data. However, we experienced throughout the analysis that the data we had collected 
was rather limited, therefore it could have been useful for our research to conduct one or two more 
focus group interviews. 
The process of sampling 
We decided to focus on the same target group as DR3 intended, i.e. 15-39 years of age. We 
interviewed ten people in total, four persons in the English interview: Sif, Emil, Josefine and Emma 
(pseudonym), and six people in the Danish interview: Djóni, Julie, Elita, Rannvá, Astrid and Line. 
Their age ranged from 20- 27,  two males and eight females, almost all of them were students at 
university within different fields, most of them at Roskilde University or Copenhagen University. 
 
As students, our resources are limited, which also projects in the number of people we could reach 
for our focus group interview. Therefore we sent out invitations on Facebook, where we called for 
the help of our friends. Within the next few days we built up a list of acquaintances of both males 
and females, who wanted to help. We communicated with them through a Facebook event, where 
they had the choice of two interviews at two different times. To make sure that people showed up 
we sent out confirmations to them a few days ahead - then we also had the time to incorporate 
changes. 
 
Since the sampling selection of our participants was made on the basis of availability, that is who is 
available and willing to participate, it was a non-probability sampling (Gunter, 2012: 243). In terms 
of the number of interviewees, we decided on two focus groups of four to six people. We consider 
this number adequate, because there are enough people for a discussion, but at the same time not 
too many, which could lead to someone not having the opportunity to participate properly, as well 
as it would make it more difficult to analyse if there were too many participants talking at the same 
time. 
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Choosing video clips for the interview 
While designing, we also had to choose what to show to the participants. One-way could be to show 
a whole episode of 30 minutes, though we decided that would be too exhausting. Therefore we 
settled on the option of showing shorter video clips from the different episodes to display a broader 
picture of the ambassador’s activities. This also gave us the opportunity to choose the clips we 
wanted to show. 
 
We based the structure around two homemade video clips of about 10 minutes each. In the first 
segment we showed what we determined was the more steady and regular occurrences in Gifford’s 
daily life, e.g. meeting the Danish Minister of Defence, mingling with a Danish politician, joining 
an embassy barbecue and reflecting on his busy life. We wanted the two clips to be different, so we 
could offer a picture of Gifford from more perspectives. Even though we wanted to show the 
participants more about Gifford's daily routines, we could not, since it was not included in the 
documentary. The second part consisted of more unusual events e.g. the pride parade, the open 
house Halloween and the screening of True Detective at the ambassador’s residence for the Danish 
TV and film industry. And to contrast Rufus Gifford, we chose to include a clip where he meets a 
former U.S. Ambassador to Denmark. In the big picture this structure gave us the opportunity to 
observe and listen to the participants’ reflections from more perspectives. 
 
Ethical considerations 
Another part of this stage is ethical considerations, such as confidentiality, anonymity or accurate 
transcription (Kvale, 1996, 92). All participants were assured that everything they say during the 
interview will be confidential, and we asked them whether we could use their first names for the 
purpose of the project report. All of them agreed, except from one person, who has been given a 
pseudonym. They also did not have to answer any questions that they might feel uncomfortable 
about. We strived to be as accurate as possible when for example using what they said in the 
interview as a quote in the project report. It is our duty to make the process of interviewing as 
pleasant and not harmful as possible, hence these ethical considerations. 
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3. Interviewing 
The third stage, interviewing, consists of briefing, interviewing, and debriefing (Kvale, 1996, 124-
143). The briefing part consists of short explanation of what will happen in the second stage, 
interviewing, and also information about confidentiality and anonymity are provided.  
The interviewing part consists of the focus group interview itself, its structure is described in detail 
later. Debriefing is the end of the interview, asking about the participants' experience with it (Kvale, 
1996: 124- 143). 
 
Focus group interviews 
In the field of media and cultural studies, focus groups as a method has increasingly been used, as a 
way of doing ‘audience reception’ (Bryman, 2012: 503). Audience reception is concerned with 
“how audiences respond to television and radio programmes” (McGuigan, 1992; Fenton et al. 
1998; ch 1 in Bryman, 2012: 503). Since we wanted to investigate the perception of Rufus Gifford 
in connection to the TV programme Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika, we found that focus group 
interviews as a method serve as the optimal method for the purpose of this study. 
 
The focus group interview allows for the participants to discuss this specific topic in depth, as 
Bryman (2012: 501) argues: “Focus groups typically emphasize a specific theme or topic that is 
explored in depth”. When conducting a focus group interview, the participants can discuss the topic 
not only as but also being part of a group, what a focus group interview then can offer, compared to 
an individual interview, is that the participants might challenge each others opinions and 
inconsistencies (Bryman, 2012: 503). They might argue with each other and ask each other 
questions the facilitator normally would not do, as well as discuss and hear each others opinions, 
and thereby modify or qualify their answers in regards to this (Bryman, 2012: 503). This was also 
something that we experienced in our interviews. The participants discussed, and agreed with each 
other, and we could see that they sometimes changed their view after hearing the other participants’ 
opinions. All these factors contribute to a more in-depth and realistic understanding of why the 
participants think as they do, and the reasoning behind their opinions and understandings of the TV 
programme (Bryman, 2012: 503). Furthermore, the focus group interview allows the participants, 
for themselves to emphasise what is important concerning the topic, and this is especially important 
when doing qualitative interviews, “since the viewpoint of the people being studied are an 
important point of departure” (Bryman, 2012: 503). This was something that was important for us. 
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We made sure that the participants could talk freely about the topic, without interrupting or guiding 
them in a certain direction. Through the focus group interview, we as researchers, could “study the 
ways in which individuals collectively make sense of a phenomenon and construct meaning around 
it” (Bryman, 2012: 504), as is exactly the aim of this study; how do the participants make sense of 
the ambassador, as a result of this TV programme. 
 
Structure of the interview 
The structure of the focus group interview itself was as follows. After a briefing, we asked the 
participants if they knew who Rufus Gifford is. Subsequent to discussing this question, we played 
the first video clip, the participants debated it, then we showed the next clip and they again 
discussed it. The intended contrasting nature of the two clips did not have the desired effect. All the 
interviewees found the two clips too similar. Between the two clips we had a small break where the 
interviewees could get some more cake and coffee, and a short discussion of what the participants 
had just watched. This also gave us an opportunity to talk about how things were going and if there 
was something we should do differently, such as seating or the form of questions. 
Most of the interviewees were people we knew of beforehand in some sense. This made the 
interview very informal and the interviewees seemed to be comfortable right away. Some of the 
interviewees also seemed to know each other and this made it easier for them to be open and speak 
freely, and it did not seem as if anyone was afraid to say his or her opinion. The interviewer also 
knew some of the interviewees beforehand, which made it easier for him to remember their names 
for the discussion. We tried to always be aware of the fact that we as researchers knew some of the 
interviewees, in order to not let it influence the process, their answers or create a bias. One of the 
participants of the English interview arrived late, but due to time constraints we had to start without 
him. He joined 25 minutes later but was able to immerse himself with the recordings and contribute 
to the discussions. 
 
We had not prepared specific questions or a question guide before the interview, because we 
wanted the interviewees to talk as freely as possible and highlight to us what was important in 
regards to the topic. It turned out to work quite as we wanted to, since the participants were eager to 
talk and had many opinions on the topic, but we also experienced that it could have been useful to 
have some themes/ questions prepared.  
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When we started analysing we realised that there were some small things we had not covered. 
However, we do not think it had a big influence on the conclusion of the research. 
At the very end of the interview there was a debriefing - telling the participants about our project 
and how they had contributed. We also told them they could read the project report when it was 
done. 
 
Seating during the interview 
During the first interview, the interviewees were sitting on the couch, with the best view of the TV. 
The interviewer faced the interviewees by sitting next to the TV. As a result of the participants sat 
next to each other, it was a bit challenging to achieve a fluent conversation, and because they all 
faced the interviewer, the interview ended up being a bit too much of a question/answer interview 
where the interviewer asked and the interviewees answered. They did not interrupt each other very 
much but waited until the other had finished before adding something to the question. 
 
Since we thought that the seating for the English interview could have been done better, we 
rearranged it for the Danish interview. This time, the interviewer sat on the couch with the 
participants sitting on chairs around him. This made it less formal and the interviewees could easier 
discuss with each other face to face, and the interview was not as much answer/question based. The 
interviewees were not afraid to interrupt each other while discussing. Some, of course, talked more 
than the others, but the interviewer made sure to get around so that all of them said something. 
 
Interview with DR3 and U.S. Embassy 
We also decided for another way of obtaining primary empirical data. We contacted DR3 and the 
U.S. Embassy in Denmark, if they could answer a few questions relevant for our project. DR3 
scheduled a meeting with us, which resulted in a qualitative one to one interview with the chief 
editor Lasse Charley Pedersen. A copy of the interview will be found in Appendix A. In the name 
of the U.S. Embassy, Philip Holten sent an email answering our questions, one by one, which 
means an interview conducted via email. The questions and answers can be found in the Appendix 
B. Both Pedersen and Holten will be referred to throughout the project report. 
The two interviews with DR3 and the U.S. Embassy will help us reveal the intentions behind the 
documentary and what they wanted to achieve with showing and participating in the programme.  
   Page 16 of 44 
4. Transcribing 
In this stage, speech is transformed into text, which is an interpretative process, e.g. how to make 
sense and transcribe pauses or noises (Kvale, 1996: 160-175). First, we decided to record the 
interviews, instead of only writing notes. Recording the interviews makes the process after the 
interviews much more comprehensible, especially for a focus group interview, as it would be 
difficult to only write down the answers of several participants, and keep track of who said what 
(Bryman, 2012: 504). We made sure that all participants agreed on being recorded, and we told 
them when we started and stopped the recording. After consulting this with our supervisor, we 
decided not to transcribe the focus group interviews, mostly due to time and resources, as 
transcribing is a very time consuming process. Instead, we agreed on writing summaries of the 
interviews, and a comparison of them. We also sat down together, and listened to the interviews 
while we took notes and discussed the answers. This was a way of ensuring we all had the same 
understanding of what was being said. When we found certain utterances crucial for our research, 
we transcribed them and included them as quotes in the report. Whether to transcribe the interviews 
or not was something we discussed a lot in the group, we decided not to do it, but also saw at the 
end of the process when writing the analysis, that it could have been useful in order to make the 
analysis easier, as well as to make sure we had the best possible understanding of the participants 
answers.  
 
Translation of quotes 
It was important for us that the participants could express themselves in the best possible way, so 
we decided to carry out one interview out in Danish, since all the participants were fluent in Danish, 
and one interview in English since some of the researchers are not fluent in Danish. The 
interviewees could choose which interview they wanted to participate in. Since one interview was 
carried out in Danish, and this project report is written in English, we have translated some quotes 
from Danish into English. We have intended to translate the quotes as correctly as possible, but 
minor errors may be present. However, we are confident that the intended meaning of the quotes 
has been maintained. 
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5. Analysing 
The fifth stage of the interviewing process is analysing. It is important to have an analysis strategy 
even before conducting the interviews, because it influences the form of the interview (Kvale, 1996, 
187-209). This was something we tried to focus on, but it became clear to us during the process of 
analysing, that we could have focused even more on the analysis strategy before the interviews, as it 
could have helped us with more comprehensive answers from the participants. 
 
The multidimensional model as analysis strategy 
The method used for the analysis of the focus group is the multidimensional model by Kim 
Schrøder. This model operates with six dimensions: motivation, comprehension, discrimination, 
position, evaluation and implementation. These are divided into two categories - readings (how the 
reader reads the media) and interior (interpreted by the analyst in a specific context). The aim is a 
categorisation of the readers' interpretations, irrespective of how they came about (Schrøder, 2000: 
242-243). 
The first category, readings, contains motivation, comprehension, discrimination and position 
(Schrøder, 2000: 243). Motivation stands for the processes establishing whether the media is worth 
the reader's attention. The reader must be interested in the subject-matter, by e.g. identifying with 
the main character, being reminded of something/someone, being offered a new innovative 
experience, etc (Schrøder, 2000: 244-245). Second dimension, comprehension, requires basic 
knowledge about theory of social semiotics, in order to conceptualise how people make sense of 
different signs, and to position this within a social context. In this case characteristics such as 
gender, ethnicity or economic background may play an important role (Schrøder, 2000: 245-247). 
Discrimination is a critical stance towards the aesthetics of the media, such as constructedness. For 
example constructedness might be one of the aspects to examine, whether the readers complain 
about it or not, or about other aesthetic aspects they perceive as flaws (Schrøder, 2000: 247-248). 
Last reading dimension is position. It entails the continual attitudinal responses, such as acceptance 
or rejection (subjective experiences of the readers) of the perceived textual position and 
perspectives, and what makes up that position. Acceptance is made unawares, whereas rejection is 
conscious, because it means recognition of the existing power relations (Schrøder, 2000: 248-249). 
The second category contains evaluation and implementation. The dimension of evaluation strives 
to be objective, in opposition to the subjective dimensions of position, and it occurs when the 
analyst relates the readings to the ideological context. The stance to the ‘preferred meaning’ might 
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be hegemonic, negotiated, or oppositional (Schrøder, 2000: 250-251). The last dimension, 
implementation, examines the readings in connection to social practice, how they influence the 
political life. Even non-political readings have an influence on the general political life (Schrøder, 
2000: 251-254). 
 
Our interpretation and utilisation of the model 
When we started actually working on the analysis, we encountered several issues with Schrøder’s 
model. We discussed how we understood each dimension and what specifically we want to analyse 
there, and we realised that our own understandings were not always in accordance with each other, 
as well as not always in accordance with Schrøder’s understanding, also the dimensions seem to 
partially overlap each other. Dissatisfied with this finding, we were discussing whether to use the 
model or not, instead we decided to use the model only as an inspiration for how we will conduct 
the analysis, and with this model in mind make our own model, that suits our needs better. Satisfied 
with this solution, we used our own adjusted version of Schrøder’s model in the analysis. 
 
Therefore the model for our analysis stands as follows: we merged some of the dimensions and 
reduced the number of dimensions to three, namely motivation, comprehension and evaluation. We 
believe these dimensions are suitable to the data we obtained. 
 
In the dimension of motivation, we use the model to analyse and discuss the participants’ initial 
motivation for watching the programme, and how they can identify with both the programme and 
Gifford as a person and ambassador. We investigated what interests the participants could have for 
watching the programme. 
The second dimension of comprehension is the broadest dimension, and covers three dimensions of 
the original model. We decided to merge Schrøder's comprehension, discrimination and position in 
this one dimension, because we believe these dimensions to certain degree overlap each other, and 
analysing them separately would lead to many repetitions. Therefore in this dimension we look into 
how the participants make sense of and understand different matters, specifically the TV 
programme itself, Gifford as an ambassador, and Gifford as a person, through the discussions 
revolving around the different events from the clips. In this dimension we also look into their 
position towards these matters, whether it is positive or negative. Furthermore, if the position is 
negative, then in what sense and why is it so. 
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The last dimension, evaluation, is concerned with the bigger picture of the participants’ answers, in 
context with the intentions of DR3 and U.S. Embassy, and in context with the Danish society. We 
examine whether the participants’ opinions were in accordance with the intended meaning and 
general attitude. We also used this dimension to discuss the participants’ perception in connection 
with the chosen format of the programme, namely documentary. 
 
Additional tools for the analysis 
Apart from this model, we decided to employ Aristotle’s rhetoric theory, which entails analysing 
our findings in terms of logos, ethos and pathos. Logos stands for the logical proof, and it arises 
from the line of arguments in the message. Ethos is the ethical proof, and it reveals the speaker’s 
character through the message. Pathos is the emotional proof; focusing on the feeling the message 
draws from the audience (Griffin, 2009: 280-284). Furthermore, we also make use of Juel’s (2006) 
perspectives and interpretation of documentary as a genre and its characteristics, and use this to 
asses how the TV programme communicated with the audience, and how the audience perceived 
the programme. 
 
Findings from the focus group interviews are therefore analysed in terms of our own interpretation 
of the multidimensional model, Aristotle’s rhetoric theory and Juel’s perspective on documentary in 
the analysis section. 
 
6. Verifying 
Verifying is the sixth stage of the interviewing process. Verifying usually entails reliability, validity 
and generalisability (Kvale, 1996: 229). 
 
Reliability and validity 
Reliability entails a consistency of measures. In this project we have achieved this firstly by us 
explaining everything to the participants, so they have the same understanding, as well as us getting 
the same understanding of the points we include in the project report (Bryman, 2012: 168-170). 
Secondly, both of the focus group interviews produced similar opinions, and practically the same 
matters were discussed in similar manner, which indicates consistency (Bryman, 2012: 168-170). 
When it comes to validity, we have to make sure that we actually measure the concept we want to 
measure (Bryman, 2012: 170). We achieved validity by obtaining answers to our research question 
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through the focus group interview, and made sure we answered our research question in the 
conclusion. 
 
A specific form of validity is external validity, also called generalisability, which means whether 
we can apply our findings to more than our specific context (Bryman 2012: 711). It is important to 
discuss to what extent we can generalise the findings of this research. The participants of our focus 
group interviews represents the target group of the TV programme Jeg er ambassadøren fra 
Amerika, however the sample size is quite small and biased compared to the general population. It 
is biased in terms of gender (eight females, two males) and in terms of occupation (almost all of 
them were students), and also in terms of age (all of the participants were around 20- 27 years old). 
This bias and the small sample size makes it difficult for us to draw general conclusions about the 
whole population, however we can see some tendencies and make some assumptions on the basis of 
our interviews and the analysis. Hence, in our conclusion, we do not make claims about the entire 
target population in this research, but only the specific sample. 
 
7. Reporting 
The last, seventh stage, is reporting. This whole project is the report of the focus group interviews 
we conducted. 
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Documentary as a genre 
Since the TV programme Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika by DR3 is defined as a documentary, it 
would make sense to discuss what the term documentary entails. In this section we therefore discuss 
documentary films as genre, and have a critical look at the different definitions of this genre. 
Furthermore, we will put this in context with the programme Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika, and 
analyse what elements of a documentary it entails. 
 
Juel (2006) argues “in everyday life we navigate through the schedules for TV-programmes or film 
festivals using terms like fiction, documentary, drama, reportage, comedy, and nature film.” What 
is then interesting to investigate is what does actually these genres mean and when a TV 
programme is categorised as a documentary. Documentaries, as opposed to fictional film or 
fictional TV programmes, are loosely characterised as the art of communicating through the 
medium of video as a representation of reality (Juel, 2006). Documentary finds its origin in the 
Latin word ‘docere’, meaning to teach, to instruct, or to point out (Juel, 2006). There have been, and 
are still many definitions on what a documentary is, for example: “art of record” (Corner, 1996, 
cited in Ward, 2012: 5) or “claiming the real” (Winston, 1995, cited in Ward, 2012: 5). In the 
history of film, John Grierson is acknowledged as the pioneer in coining the term documentary as a 
“creative treatment of actuality” (Juel, 2006). This old definition has throughout history been 
widely used, misunderstood and interpreted in a number of ways (Ward, 2012: 5). According to 
Ward (2012: 5), these definitions try to capture one central dilemma “how to deal with and 
understand something that quite clearly is attempting to represent reality (or some part of reality)”. 
Furthermore, Ward (2012: 5) argues it also entails some kind of aesthetic devices, that to some 
extent change or even distort the reality that is presented. Following on this interpretation, Juel 
(2006) argues that documentary films as a genre are highly subjective. 
 
According to Juel (2006) representations of ‘reality’, supposedly to be purely objective, are cloaked 
in personal sentiment and guided by subjective perspectives and thus inherently contain biased 
nuances. He argues that from the film-making to the reception of it, we see that the whole process 
of documentary production, is anchored in the personal nature of presenting and viewing video and 
images and values of “ethics, politics and aesthetic approach” (Juel, 2006). That is not to say a 
documentary does not strive to report the reality, but the multifaceted nature of reality - from 
   Page 22 of 44 
showing true emotions, to making generalised statements of reality - means that reality is not 
limited to just documentaries. 
 
Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika as a documentary  
Since the definitions of ‘documentary’ are rather blurry and loose, and the goal of this research is 
not to unfold whether the programme is a documentary or not, but to identify its communicative 
characteristics through the format of a documentary, we here discuss some of the documentary 
elements found in Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika. In order to assess in what ways the TV 
programme could be seen as a documentary, we have identified specific relevant features as 
presented by Henrik Juel. We have chosen to focus on this source, since it includes a critical view 
on the documentary genre, as well as it offers a wide range of considerations around the 
characteristics of a documentary. 
In order for something to be a documentary or even a film, instead of just “a re-presentation” of 
what happened, there needs to be some selecting and editing, with a meaning behind it, and the 
purpose is to forward or communicate a message to an audience (Juel, 2006). In the context of Jeg 
er Ambassadøren fra Amerika, the target group was defined as being a broad audience including 
viewers of DR3, typically aged between 15-39, with no specific gender (Pedersen). Furthermore, 
Juel (2006) argues a film is “a willed presentation of something made by someone in a specific way 
and for someone.” This was also revealed through the interview with the U.S. Embassy, where they 
state that the reasons for participating in the programme was to show the viewers what the 
American ambassador to Denmark does, and educate them about what was going on in the U.S. 
(Holten). 
In documentaries, the style and form of capturing and presenting the series contains a sense of 
realism, with cameramen recording in reportage- like style and never staging events while exploring 
the ambassador’s world (Juel, 2006). The recordings were made up of real-life scenes, with actual 
people ‘playing’ themselves, and where narratives emerged from actual events rather than being 
scripted (Juel, 2006), as is also seen in Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika. The editing is obvious in 
that an emphasis is placed on the rhetorical structure of the ambassador’s responsibilities and, while 
manipulation of picture and audio is not evident, the fact that time in the series is not played over 
real time confirms the editorial influence (Juel, 2006). All of these characteristics are also present in 
Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika. 
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The narrative strategies employed in Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika are according to Juel (2006) 
observational in that the filmmakers are never seen or heard and attempt, like a ‘fly on the wall’, to 
refrain from disturbing the scene. It leaves room for the audience to decode constructivist meanings, 
as we see in the multifaceted perspectives from our focus group interviews. The programme allows 
the viewer to gain an insight into the life of an American ambassador to Denmark, thus achieving 
the illumination theory of truth. 
 
Lastly, in terms of importance and evaluation, the documentary series Jeg er ambassadøren fra 
Amerika fulfills its intention to “to open our target group’s eyes to a world that they maybe know 
nothing about at all” (Pedersen). It could also be seen as groundbreaking in the level of access the 
viewer gets into the professional and private life of the US ambassador to Denmark and the 
responsibilities of an ambassador. 
 
DR3 identifies the TV programme as a documentary, and our discussion also shows that there are 
elements in the programme that indicate that the programme can be labelled a documentary. As we 
have discerned, the objective to present a “re-presentation” of reality, or truth, while unveiling only 
certain circumstances in accordance with DR3’s scheme fulfil the definition of documentary. 
However, in this research we do not aim at drawing a definite answer on this, but rather reveal the 
programmes abilities to portray Gifford as an ambassador and how the audience receives this. This 
will be useful in our reception analysis, and will then be put in context with the focus group 
interviews conducted for this research. 
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Analysis 
Motivation 
The ‘link of relevance’ between the participants and the TV programme will determine whether 
variations of motivation from Schrøder’s multidimensional model is observable. This will be seen 
as whether the viewers can ‘identify’ with the US Ambassador to Denmark, Rufus Gifford, gain a 
‘personal interest’ in further viewing the programme and gain a sense of ‘innovation’ in 
understanding more of the role of embassies and ambassadors. If these components are met, a link 
of relevance is established and the motivation of the participants to watch the TV programme meets 
the intention of DR 3 and the U.S. Embassy’s rationale. 
 
From our focus group interviews emerged numerous differing opinions, as expected, but the 
contrast between our Danish language interview and the English one was stark. They converged on 
their limited knowledge of the role of ambassadors, with participant Emma providing a statement 
that neatly sums up the general attitude: since she had not heard of other ambassadors, she supposes 
that Gifford is doing a good job. This can be understood as fulfilling the criteria of ‘innovation’ in 
that he is raising awareness of the role of ambassadors. Josefine goes on to talk about the U.S. 
ambassador being “less conservative” than typical Americans as her reason for Gifford’s popularity.  
This works in tandem with what Pedersen says, that one can “understand things a lot better if you 
sympathise with the character” (Pedersen). Sympathising with, or being able to relate to Gifford 
can be seen as ‘identifying’ with the US ambassador. This correlates with the Danish interviews 
with Line that had not seen the programme, commenting that she “would have thought it was just 
the typical American. But I’ve heard he is a good guy, and that he is liked, and popular”. This can 
foster a ‘personal interest’ in watching the TV programme - what makes him different from the 
stereotypical American? And why is he more liked than typical Americans? It provides an 
interesting dichotomy: Gifford is American, but not typical apparently, and because he is different, 
he is a good guy, likeable and popular. Also Josefine identifies another aspect of why this TV 
programme could have an interest for the Danish TV viewers. She said: “I think also that because 
he is the American ambassador that we are more likely to be interested in him because we are very 
interested in the American culture.” (Josefine). Therefore the fact that he is American could also 
awaken an interest in watching the TV programme. 
 
   Page 25 of 44 
In this way, DR 3 successfully managed to accomplish their intentions behind the TV programme, 
and at the same time present Rufus Gifford as a relatable person. So DR3 managed to motivate the 
viewers enough to make them interested in watching the programme. 
 
Comprehension 
This dimension discusses how the participants made sense of the different events in the clips we 
showed them, as well as in a more general way of Rufus Gifford and the TV programme itself. This 
will be also analysed in terms of ethos, logos and pathos as defined by Aristotle. We decided to 
divide this part of analysis into three segments: the TV programme, Gifford as an ambassador, and 
Gifford as a person. 
 
The TV programme 
The understanding of the TV programme in general was that the picture of Rufus Gifford by the 
programme was very constructed. Sif mentioned that the TV programme is very focused on the fact 
that Gifford is not sitting behind a desk and focuses rather on all the other parts of diplomacy he is 
doing, even though he probably also spends time behind the desk doing ‘normal’ diplomacy. Emma 
liked how Gifford in the TV programme shows other ways of doing diplomacy and how he likes 
doing things differently. 
The English focus group focused a lot more on the strategies Gifford uses to do diplomacy than on 
his personality. They agreed that everything was very constructed and even the fact that Gifford is 
the ambassador to Denmark is constructed. Aristotle would surmise that this perception of 
constructedness would lead to a disgruntled audience, dissatisfied with the constructed, or 
manipulated ‘delivery’ of the TV programme (Griffin, 2009: 286). 
The Danish focus group focused more on the clips that we showed them, and less on the format. 
They agreed to some degree on the constructedness of the TV programme, but most of them also 
found the TV programme to be entertaining. Some of them also felt that it often seemed as if 
Gifford had a facade and they did not feel as if they really got to know the real him. Elita kept 
thinking that the programme seemed superficial. Some of the participants mentioned that everything 
seemed very planned, for example when he speaks Danish and when speaks English. They 
repeatedly said that he is in Denmark for a reason, and Line said that she thought that it was cool 
what he is doing but she kept thinking that it was all a setup to show how good the Americans are. 
When asked if they liked the programme, Astrid said that she liked that the programme was so 
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thorough and that even if it was all a strategy, it was nice to see him as a person. Astrid also added 
that it probably plays a big role that he is working for Obama. 
Most participants were sympathetic towards the show and agreed that there probably were not many 
ambassadors like Rufus Gifford, and they would like to see more sides of the daily life of an 
ambassador, including the “boring stuff”. 
 
Gifford as an ambassador  
Some of the participants in the English group knew who Gifford was beforehand. “I think he is the 
only ambassador that I know of. And I think that’s a good thing, I guess. (...) So I guess he’s doing 
a good job.” (Emma). Josefine thought of him as less conservative than other ambassadors and 
Americans in general, which she considered a good thing. In general, they were rather positive 
towards Rufus Gifford, they thought he is different in a good way. In a rhetorical analysis of this, 
one could deduce that the element of ethos; specifically the presentation of Gifford as a virtuous 
character is observed by the focus group participants. Sif did not know anything of him, and also 
stated: “I don’t have much opinion about ambassadors as such. I mean, they should do their job, 
which is to make sure that there is a communication line between two countries.” 
After the first clip, the participants of the English interview slightly changed their stance towards 
Gifford - they thought that he complained a lot about his stressful job, Sif explains:   
 
“I think it was a very funny picture they made of him by his house with his dog, saying how hard it is to 
smile, like ‘I was in Tivoli and.. super hard.’ I think that that scene captures a lot of things. He has this 
job where he needs to be social all the time which can be tough but on the other hand he is not in such a 
tough situation.” 
 
Elita expressed the same opinion, and said that if his only problems are having to smile the whole 
time, he probably does not have many problems. Emil thought that Gifford acknowledges that he 
does not have much to complain about, but the job can be tough at times, and “it can be hard to 
keep up the facade”(Emil). In the Danish interview the participants also noticed and discussed 
Gifford's complaints about his stressful life after going to Tivoli (Bakken actually, they mistook the 
location), but eventually some of the participants acknowledged these complaints to be partially 
understandable. Aristotle’s rhetorical principle of pathos, or the feelings an audience derives from a 
communication product (Griffin, 2009: 283-284), could be applied here: while Gifford is 
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presumably trying to elicit feelings of empathy, his tendency to overstate his ‘tough job’ is seen to 
actually evoke the feeling of indignation from the audience. 
 
Emma said that he is probably more serious behind closed doors, and if he is not, he is not a good 
ambassador:  
 
“We just didn’t get to see him being very serious in this video. I’m guessing that he is when the doors 
close (...) Otherwise he seems very carefree and not as stiff as the others. If he’s like that in tough 
negotiations maybe he’s not as good an ambassador as a stiff one”. 
 
According to Schrøder, this type of realisation is common, and points to the audience’s awareness 
that the TV programme inherently contains elements of manipulation; Schrøder refers to the 
distortion as “ingredients” that have been assembled “for specific purposes by textual producers” 
(Schrøder, 2000: 247). During the English interview, the participants discussed the same issue, that 
we do not see enough of his more serious day-to-day work. 
 
Sif was critical towards ambassadors in general; that they have a lot of privileges and make a lot of 
money that, in her opinion does not match the importance of the diplomacy. Line also expressed 
that she dislikes all the privileges an ambassador has. Astrid, from the other interview, agreed, and 
mentioned an example from the clip of Gifford waiting for his boyfriend Stephen at the baggage 
claim at the Copenhagen Airport, where most of normal people cannot go. Seen from an angle of 
pathos (Griffin, 2009: 283- 284), certain participants express emotions of envy towards the 
privileges Gifford is entitled to. Our analysis of the focus group interviews provides an interesting 
contradiction because while they are irritated that he exaggerates his tough job, it is because of the 
job that he is entitled to certain privileges which they also exhibit pity (Griffin, 2009: 283- 284) 
towards, for example regularly participating in social events. As per Aristotle’s definition of pity, 
our understanding of this describes the participants’ belief that ambassadorial work is exhausting 
and feel somewhat sympathetic towards Gifford’s problems.  
In one of the videos shown to the participants, Gifford said that he was happy about the fact that he 
does not have to be political in his job as an ambassador. The participants did not look at it the same 
way and thought that everything that Gifford does is political. Line said that even though he says 
that he does not want to be political, his job is political and there is always politics behind what he 
is doing including to promote the U.S. She states: “He does not want to interfere in politics, but 
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what he does is political - there is always politics behind what he does” (Line). This was especially 
discussing in relation to the clip with the meeting with Morten Messerschmidt. 
 
After the second clip all participants were more positive towards his way of doing diplomacy, and 
appreciated that he brings more of a cultural aspect to the U.S.- Danish relations. Emma said that he 
is a good and modern ambassador, and also active at social media. Sif would say that he is rather 
different than modern. The perceived intelligence of Gifford’s ethos (Griffin, 2009: 283- 284) is 
debatable: on the one side most participants are wary of labelling him as an effective ambassador 
but at the same time some of the participants like his alternative strategy of diplomacy. 
All in all, they all agreed that it is not a coincidence that he is the U.S. ambassador to Denmark, 
since he is less conservative, and more ‘European’ than other ambassadors. Josefine said that this is 
also because the Danish political landscape is less hectic which allows him to be less of a serious 
ambassador and more of a celebrity. Emma added that compared to other countries, Denmark is 
very eager to please the U.S. Some participants from the Danish group had almost no knowledge of 
what an ambassador actually does, therefore they could not compare Gifford’s style with other 
ambassadors, but he did not meet their expectations of what an ambassador is or are doing at work. 
 
Gifford as a person  
Many of the participants noticed how Rufus Gifford became friends with many people. They found 
him to be very charismatic and good with people. Especially one clip stood out which showed him 
at a meeting with the Danish defence minister. The participants noted that Gifford hugged the 
defence minister when they met. This seemed unusual and very informal for an ambassador to do, 
but the participants reacted positively towards it. Sif thought that this showed that he is very good at 
the personal things, connecting with people and Emil said, that it is probably the face that Gifford 
wants to put on, the face of the urbanised American thus the face of an open-minded American and 
it is all a part of his diplomatic strategy to reach out to more Danes. 
 
All through the interviews, the participants used a specific way to describe Gifford - whether he was 
very American or European. At the English interview Josefine said that “he seems really relaxed 
and not as American as Americans do, he’s not as conservative, I think.”. She also said that he is 
more modern and European, because he does not want to be bound so much to religion like many 
are in the U.S. (Josefine). Here it can be concluded that the participants thought that what is 
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European is considered more modern, while American more conservative. 
The fact that he is homosexual also played a role for the participants, Josefine though that it 
signifies him being more European and more relaxed by being openly homosexual: 
 
“He’s openly gay, but he’s also a bit funny, he seems as like he’s embraced the Danish culture as well 
(...) Usually when we see American spokespeople they are very stiff (...) He seems not as uptight”.  
 
Another participant thought that this is based on the notion that in Denmark people embrace the 
same values as him and therefore it is easy for him to be in Denmark and he would not be a good 
ambassador in Italy or Poland (Sif). 
 
Participants in the Danish interview found Gifford to be polite and informal. For example Julie 
states: “He is very polite when he speaks”. There was a misunderstanding of the clip where the 
ambassador goes to a barbeque. He talks about how he comes to a staff barbeque on his own 
birthday. Some participants confused the barbeque with his birthday, which they thought was 
arranged by the embassy and that he was rushing to his own birthday party. The misunderstanding 
was in Gifford's favour, because what the participants thought of the clip was that Gifford is not as 
picky as some people would assume an ambassador would be. Some of the participants said that the 
fact that he wanted to celebrate his birthday party with his staff showed a down to Earth side of 
him. Julie expresses that Gifford “does not care where it has to take place (...) It does not have to 
be fancy, it is just a barbecue”. However, Elita was not convinced and did not think that he was 
down to Earth. Line understood the clip as “a bit more duty, that he had to be there, instead of 
being there to have a good time”, and Djóni thought that it looked as if he had a really easy 
workday. From the perspective of rhetoric the participant's' impression of Gifford appears to be one 
of goodwill (Griffin, 2009: 283), wherein Gifford is perceived to show intentions of friendliness 
and thus portrays him as a virtuous character which the audience is able to relate to and feel positive 
inclinations towards. 
The fact that he was learning Danish had a positive effect on the participants. Rannvá said that it 
was fresh and very cool of him because he could easily have stuck to only talking English. Elita 
noticed that he did not talk Danish at the screening. Line said that it could be planned when he is 
talking Danish or English: 
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“Yes, because he did at that film when he presented it, there he spoke English. So it is only when he is 
out to speak to the public, then he speaks Danish, but to those invited guests it was not that important, 
then it was suddenly okay just to be speaking in English.”.  
 
Line expresses the same opinion as Elita, and states: “There will always be a strategy - know your 
audience”. This suggests that he might have sort of a facade, which he puts on either all the time for 
his job, or for the TV programme. 
 
All in all the participants liked how Gifford easily became friends with people and how down to 
Earth some found him to be. They also thought Gifford was a modern and different ambassador, 
with European/Danish values. On the other side, the participants felt that he had a facade, and they 
missed to see the 'real' Rufus Gifford. Furthermore, the participants did not like it when he 
complained about his stressful job. 
 
Evaluation 
Our interpretation and utilisation of this dimensions is concerned with a comparison of participants 
perception of the TV programme, Rufus Gifford, and the preferred meaning of DR3, rather than 
with the subjective meaning of the participants. We therefore discuss and analyse the participants’ 
attitudes to the programme and Rufus Gifford’s role as an ambassador, seen from the viewpoint of 
the ‘preferred meaning’. In this analysis the preferred meaning of the programme is based on the 
answers we obtained from both DR3 and the U.S. Embassy, and what were their intentions behind 
the programme. We will analyse to which extent there was a hegemonic, negotiated or oppositional 
coherence between the preferred meaning and the perception of the participants. Furthermore, the 
participants’ answers will be discussed in the specific context of the Danish society. 
DR3 and the U.S. Embassy’s preferred meaning behind the programme 
There are several reasons for why DR3 wanted to show the programme and why the U.S. Embassy 
wanted to participate. One thing they had in common was that they wanted to show the audience the 
world of embassies (Pedersen; Holten). 
 
Pedersen, from DR3, points out that wanting to show what is going on in an embassy to the wider 
audience was one of the main reasons for doing a TV programme with Gifford. The purpose was to 
inform viewers on the role of an ambassador, as Pedersen states, to “open our target group’s eyes 
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to a world that they maybe know nothing about at all…[and] also to learn people something”. Also 
the U.S. Embassy’s reasons for participating in the programme were the possibility ”to reach a new 
audience and make this audience more aware of what an ambassador and an embassy does” 
(Holten). For the Embassy, DR3’s viewership of people aged between 15-39 presented an 
interesting demographic to work with, as Holten explains they are “tomorrow’s leaders, decision-
makers and voters”, to whom it is important to “communicate what the U.S. does around the 
world...what the U.S. stands for and why the U.S. does what it does”. Since, Jeg er ambassadøren 
fra Amerika remained, on average, the 2nd highest watched programme on the network (TNS-
Gallup TV-Meter, 2015). It is obvious that they have reached a large audience, and therefore one 
might assume that they have achieved its ambition in educating viewers on the role of Rufus 
Gifford as the U.S. ambassador. 
 
The purpose of education of the viewers was met, as we also discovered in our interviews, that 
knowing more about the world of embassies was something the participants thought was 
interesting. This signifies a hegemonic stance to the preferred reading, and most participants 
mentioned this as the main reason for why they would like to continue to watch the show after the 
interviews. One participant, Line, stated this as the only reason for her to continue watching the 
show. As Holten states: ”Embassies in particular are often very closed and people generally do not 
know what goes on behind the walls.”, they succeeded through this programme to share some of 
what was going on behind these walls. DR3’s preferred meaning concerned with showing the world 
of embassies to the target group is therefore hegemonic among the participants, in that sense that 
they expressed a strong wish to explore this world. 
 
On the other hand, most participants showed interest in wanting to know even more about Gifford’s 
work and expressed requests for more information about what was going on behind the closed 
doors. For example Elita says: “Maybe they could have filmed a whole day, perhaps also the boring 
parts, which are not as fun to show on TV.” Therefore, the stance to the preferred meaning of 
showing ambassador's work is partially negotiated, since the participants believe the TV 
programme does not show ambassador's work entirely. Watching the programme made them 
curious and interested, which was an intended purpose from the producers and the U.S. Embassy, 
but the programme did not completely satisfy the expectations of the viewers to a full extent. 
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Gifford as an ambassador 
Pedersen also emphasises that it was not only the world of embassies they wanted to show to the 
audience, but also Gifford’s role as an ambassador. According to Pedersen, Gifford had something 
on his heart that was different from the world of embassies. This was something they thought was 
interesting for their audience (Pedersen). It is therefore obvious that DR3 did not choose Gifford 
randomly as a representative for the larger group of ambassadors, but that his way of being an 
ambassador was the main reason for the TV programme. The participants did not have much 
knowledge about the work of an ambassador, however, the participants could recognise that Gifford 
was somehow different that the average ambassador. DR3 was therefore able to convince some of 
the participants believe that Gifford was a different, or modern ambassador. On the other hand, we 
also received stark contrasting opinions on ambassadors and officials in general, and therefore also 
on Gifford as an ambassador. In our English language interviews, the participants came out 
sceptical of Rufus Gifford and in his role as the U.S. ambassador. The Danish interviewees were 
more attuned to the portraiture of Gifford and were slightly more mixed on their opinions of his 
professional duties. Emma from the English interview said: “I was thinking that maybe the other 
ambassadors have similar lives and they just don’t have a television programme about it”. This 
signifies that her reading of the documentary is oppositional to what DR3 and the embassy 
intended, which is to portray Gifford as an unusual ambassador. 
From this we can conclude that after watching the show, most of the participants’ perception of 
Rufus Gifford as an ambassador was hegemonic to DR3’s preferred meaning, that he ‘had 
something different on his heart’ in regards to how he was as an ambassador. However, especially 
the participants from the English interview were also critical towards his role as an ambassador. 
Therefore some of the participants’ understanding of Gifford as an ambassador is also negotiated, 
and even sometimes oppositional to the preferred meaning from DR3. One might argue that the fact 
that these participants are students at the university might have influenced their high level of 
opposition, and that they represent this segment of DR3’s target group. 
Gifford as a person in a Danish context 
In this section we will analyse upon the social practice of Gifford, and how the participants made 
sense of these practices in a Danish context. Pedersen also mentioned that one of the main reasons 
why DR3 wanted to create a TV programme about Rufus Gifford was also because they found 
Gifford to be an interesting person, and because of his different background, hence his life outside 
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the embassy duties. Since this is not the typical background for an ambassador, Pedersen 
emphasised that this could have a special interest for the audience. 
By combining an interesting persona with an illuminative purpose, Pedersen says that it resulted in 
one of the most engaged audiences, with viewers sharing their comments on the human aspect of 
the U.S. ambassador to Denmark. This seems to correspond quite well with the audience's view of 
Gifford, as most of them recognised that there were many interesting things about his personality. 
Although, they sometimes disagreed on traits like Gifford being down-to-Earth. Furthermore, the 
participants mentioned several times that it appears as Gifford has sort of a 'facade', which implies a 
rather negotiated stance towards how his personality is portrayed in the TV programme. Thus the 
preferred reading of Gifford's personality was not entirely hegemonic, even though the perception 
was rather positive. 
Gifford himself states that he is not political. Some of the participants noticed this, but thought that 
everything he is does is somehow political. The participants mention that going to the gay parade, 
meeting with the minister and also meeting other politicians, is a political act in itself. The 
participants identify several aspects of his personality and personal life, which influence the 
political landscape surrounding him as an ambassador. For example the fact that he is homosexual, 
the participants somehow see as a political message, and especially since he attended the gay 
parade. Another thing the participants noticed was the fact that he is very open and welcoming 
ambassador, and they saw this as part of his job, and therefore also political in the sense that he has 
chosen this specific way of doing his ambassador duties. Sif mentioned that Gifford was not 
randomly chosen to represent the United States in Denmark, but that he was strategically chosen to 
fit in the Danish context. According to the participants both his personal life and his personality fit 
well in social and cultural context in Denmark “No one becomes an ambassador by coincidence, I 
mean, obviously, it’s always political, it is, and they obviously chose him because he fits into the 
Scandinavian model” (Josefine). Emil recognised this as being part of the strategy; to link the 
Danish and the American culture together, rather than it being only a political connection between 
Denmark and the United States, according to him it seems like the embassy is focusing on cultural 
connections between the two countries, through Gifford. 
It can therefore be concluded the participants are to a high extent of the opinion that Gifford’s 
personality and personal life is somehow a political message that the U.S. Embassy wants to 
communicate with the Danes. The interviews revealed this awareness among the participants, but 
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most of the participants saw it as a good thing and most of the participants thought that he was 
doing a good job representing the United States in Denmark. 
 
The participants' perception of Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika as a documentary 
The TV programme Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika is characterised to be an observational 
documentary, because the filmmaker is not seen or heard from viewer (Juel, 2006). This is also 
something that Pedersen points out, that the TV programme is ”a classic ’follow-documentary’”, 
where DR3 followed Gifford for three months. According to Pedersen, the “TV programme is not 
reality, nothing is planned beforehand and therefore it is a documentary” (Pedersen). The 
participants did not agree on the part that nothing was planned beforehand. Several times during the 
interviews, participants said that the programme seemed planned and constructed, for example what 
the participants mentioned about the setup to show how good the Americans are, and when he chose 
to speak English. Therefore even though DR3 did not plan anything beforehand, to some, the TV 
programme comes out as being planned and set up. As we discovered from Juel’s definition of 
documentary the pragmatic approach the TV programme utilises in presenting itself allows the 
audience certain privileges of being decoded in constructivist terms (Juel, 2006). Ultimately the 
notion of constructedness is seen to be true in the eyes of some, who have decoded their own 
meanings from it, but is not necessarily reflective of the entire focus group. 
 
Documentaries work in some sense with informing the viewer about a specific subject (Juel, 2006). 
This is also what Pedersen and Holten both said to be the meaning with the TV programme, to 
inform the viewer about the world of embassy. The majority of the participants would like to 
continue watching the TV programme for the reason of learn more about ambassadors. Therefore it 
can be concluded that the genre succeeded in the sense of educating the viewer and making them 
want to know more. Ward (2012: 5) defines the many definitions of documentary as all concerning 
different representations of the truth, and the truth was also discussed during the interviews. The 
fact that we do not see Gifford’s whole working day left the participants with the feeling that 
something was missing from the programme and therefore the entire truth is not shown, and this 
also made the TV programme appear constructed. According to Pedersen, the Embassy did not have 
any say in what was included in the programme. The embassy only set few security limitations to 
DR3 when they were filming in the embassy (Holten). Therefore, according to the embassy and 
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DR3, Gifford did not have the possibility to edit anything and did not know beforehand what was 
going to be in the final result of the TV programme. 
 
While the U.S. Embassy maintains that “nothing was ever changed to make the ambassador or 
Embassy look good” (Holten), it is relatively obvious that the “representation of reality” (Juel, 
2009) shies away for the most part from the potential controversies of raising theoretical 
considerations of an ambassador, instead restraining it to the Gifford’s personal characteristics. 
 
Outcome of the programme:  
According to the response from the U.S. Embassy, the TV programme was widely and positively 
received. Holten writes that “the response has been exclusively positive. We’ve received 
overwhelming amounts of positive feedback". For the U.S. Embassy the TV programme 
accomplished the goal of reaching out to a new audience as, across all the embassy’s social media 
platforms, “the target audience now follows us much more than they did before the show” (Holten). 
The programme was so successful that “there has actually been a large number of requests for a 
‘season 2'” (Holten). The fact that the TV programme was so successful entails a hegemonic 
reading by most viewers, who are interested in the world of embassies and the U.S. ambassador 
himself. 
 
  
   Page 36 of 44 
Conclusion 
Through our research project we presented Rufus Gifford to the participants by showing selected 
parts of the TV programme Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika and then by conducting two focus 
group interviews, in which they shared their opinions on him as an ambassador. 
 
We found that they instantly saw Gifford as a likeable person who acts informally and friendly 
towards both Danish citizens and Danish politicians, and in his acting and values appears more 
European, or even Danish, than American. However they criticised that he complained about his 
tight schedule in connection to how hard his job is at times. Furthermore some participants 
challenged the role and privileges of ambassadors in general. 
The appointment of Rufus Gifford as the U.S. ambassador to Denmark was also considered not to 
be a coincidence - most participants perceived that he was chosen due to the fact that his character 
fits very well into the Danish context. The events he organised were by the participants considered 
to be unusual for an ambassador, and they appreciated that he brings the cultural aspect into 
diplomacy. An interesting criticism from the participants revolved around Gifford having some sort 
of a facade, which might imply a bigger media strategy. Finally, most participants were captured by 
his job and despite some criticism they would like to keep on watching the TV programme. 
 
In regards to the intended meaning by both DR3 and the U.S. Embassy, we can conclude that they 
succeeded in showing the world of embassies to their audience and inform them about both the 
duties of an ambassador, but also of Gifford as a ‘different’ ambassador. 
As we showed in the analysis, there are numerous readings of documentaries as being a proponent 
for reality, and this was also an issue during the focus group interviews, since the participants 
considered the TV programme to be constructed. Noted by several participants was that the camera 
documenting his work day did not go everywhere i.e. the viewers were hindered to witness all 
aspects of his job. This shows that the TV programme was perceived as rather constructed. 
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Perspectives 
In this last part we would like to take a step back from this project report and give room for some 
additional concerns that have been raised during the process. These are both concerned with the 
possible improvements to the design of the study and new research directions that could be pursued. 
 
We could have conducted more interviews with a broader representation of the target group, e.g. 
high school students, workers around 35 etc., as well as show more/different videos clips, while 
also trying to minimise the gender bias. Such a design would first of all lead to a larger spectrum of 
opinions and we could create a more general picture of the reception. 
As shown, we have utilised parts of Schrøder’s multidimensional model in our analysis but perhaps 
there might exist a model that would be more suitable for our research, than having to re-evaluate 
and adjust Schrøder’s dimensions. 
 
Speaking of the results, we have discussed where they could have been taken if we had more time 
and resources available. One thing that comes to mind is to research in-depth if and how TV 
viewers and our participants continue watching ‘Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika’, even if they do 
not sympathise with Rufus Gifford as a person but were still interested in him as an ambassador or 
interested in the world of embassies. As we questioned earlier, there is a debate about what 
documentaries as a genre entails and we agree that this direction could be interesting to look further 
into by investigating this more into depth. 
As we have been dealing with Rufus Gifford and the U.S Embassy's response to our questions 
regarding motivation to participate in the TV programme, it could have been interesting to complete 
the picture of the diplomatic arena by researching this more in-depth. Another option could be 
investigating and comparing the media strategy of several Embassies. 
As DR3 has planned to make a second season of the TV programme, it would also be compelling to 
carry out the same research and take the opportunity to construct a broader research foundation. 
 
As we can see, any single choice we made could have taken the research in other directions and 
there are many interesting extensions, which could have been taken with this research. 
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Appendix A 
Lasse Charley Pedersen – Editor “Jeg er ambassadøren fra Amerika” 
Why did you choose to make a series on the us ambassador? 
Partly because he was a very interesting person, it was obvious that he had something on his heart, 
something different from what is usually seen from the world of diplomacy (a quite dry and closed 
world).  And partly because he has a different background, he was one of the main forces to get 
Obama reelected. 
 
What was the purpose with the series? - It was to say “What does an ambassador do?” are they 
sitting on their offices all day or what do they do? And it was also to open our target group’s eyes to 
a world that they maybe know nothing about at all. We also want our target group to learn 
something – we aren’t here just to entertain but also to learn people something. 
 
But he is very… Danish. Or he is very well-liked in Denmark. – Yes, he is a very well-liked person, 
and we aren’t embarrassed to admit that we like it when people like our characters. You understand 
things a lot better if you sympathize with the character. 
And no matter who you make a series about, you have to be able to sympathize with them in some 
way.  
 
The series is categorized as a documentary. Why is that? Because it is a documentary, it’s not 
reality, nothing is planned beforehand. It is a classic “follow-documentary” where we made a deal 
that we could follow the american ambassador for three months. And that we had 100% right to 
edit.  
 
Rufus is from Hollywood. Has he had anything to say in the final result of the documentary? – No, 
not at all. They (Rufus and Steven) saw the documentary before we aired it, but they had no right to 
edit.  
 
Was he happy with the result? He thought that something was tough to see, but he trusted in us 
when we said that it was important to include in the documentary. 
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- We also wanted to say that even though we all have different backgrounds, we all end up having 
many of the same issues and personal problems. And Rufus is a good example of that. 
What is the target group for the series? Our classic target group on DR3, which is 15-39. We didn’t 
have a specific sex or age in mind. We thought it would reach pretty broad. 
 
Which effect do you think the series has on the chosen target group?  It is one of those programs 
where we have had one of the strongest dialogues with the viewers afterwards. Many have written 
to us especially on the human level. People also found the political side of the series to be 
interesting but it was especially the human values that people reacted to. And this is what the series 
turned out to be, a portrait of a human being. 
 
Did you have some chat forum with the viewers afterwards? No, but we noticed that Rufus became 
very active on Twitter and elaborated a contact to people there. He got a lot of followers because of 
the series. 
 
Why did you choose to show the series on DR3? The show could be sent on DR1 or something but 
on DR3 we thought that he was a very interesting person but the main reason is that we got the 
idea!  
Do you know if it has been easier for Rufus to get into dialogue with Danes after the show? – Yes, 
it definitely has. He has said the whole time that he wished to get into a dialogue with the Danes.  
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Appendix B 
Philip Holten - Information, research and communications Director in the public affairs 
section, U.S. Embassy 
 
1. Why did the ambassador choose to participate in the program, and what was the purpose 
of his participation? 
 
After careful consideration, Ambassador Gifford and the Public Affairs Section decided that the 
Embassy should participate in the TV show. We saw the TV show as a way to reach a new audience 
and make this audience more aware of what an ambassador and an embassy does. 
 
2. Did the ambassador have a target group in mind, and if yes, what is the target group? 
 
The target group is the same demographic that DR3 targets with all their programs, the 18-35 
demographic. For us this is  an interesting group because they are tomorrow’s leaders, decision-
makers and voters. But, they do not have the same relation to the U.S. as their parents and 
grandparents who remember or grew up learning about World War II and/or the Cold War. A big 
part of our job is to communicate what the U.S. does around the world – often in collaboration with 
Denmark- what the U.S. stands for and why the U.S. does what it does. This is particularly 
important in relation to this age group and to even younger people. 
 
3. Why did you choose documentary as a medium to communicate with the target group? 
 
We were approached by DR3 who wanted to do the program and make it a mix of business and 
personal life. What makes a documentary like this special is the behind the scenes look it provides. 
Embassies in particular are often very closed and people generally do not know what goes on 
behind the walls. Our hope was to give people an idea of what goes on. With regards to the target 
group there was agreement that the content mix and style would be a good fit and ensure that people 
would actually watch the program. Had we aimed at a DR2 style audience, naturally the content 
mix would have been different. 
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4. Did the ambassador have any influence on shaping the content of the documentary? 
 
The camera crew had very free access but especially within the embassy building there were 
restrictions. Security and confidentiality concerns naturally shaped the content to some extent and 
the embassy could veto any portion that would violate those concerns, but by and large what you 
saw on TV was what DR3 made. We had very few suggestions to things we wanted changed. And 
nothing was ever changed to make the ambassador or embassy look good. 
 
5. Are you satisfied with how the documentary turned out? 
 
Everybody who worked on this project were very satisfied with the output and the outcome. The 
program is among the most successful ever made by DR3 and has made the embassy and our work 
visible to a very large group of people who previously did not engage much with the embassy. 
 
6. What has the response (from the target group) on the documentary been? 
 
The response has been exclusively positive. We’ve received overwhelming amounts of positive 
feedback and our social media based follow-up/spin-offs have been immensely successful. There 
has actually been a large number of requests for a “season 2”. We can see, across all our social 
media properties, that the target audience now follows us much more than they did before the show. 
 
 
